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REMARKS 



Claims 34-73 are pending in this application. Appiioa:.: s are 
respectfully requesting reconsideration of the resr : Action 
requirement. No new matter has been added. 

The Examiner has made a restriction requirement nr. sir 35 
U.S.C. §121 as follows: 

Group I, claims 34-47, 52-65, and 68-7 3, drawn to a me f nod of 
polynucleotide detection using a covalently bound tag, classified 
in class 213A subclass 656; and 

Group II, claims 43-51, 66 and 67 drawn to polyr.uc i eotide 
detection using a DNA binding tag, classified in class 435, 
subclass 6. 

The Examiner suggests that Group I and Group II are unrelated. 
It is suggested that the mechanism of Group I involves the c '/a lent 
binding of tag whereas Group II involves the reversible bin A ng of 
intercalating dye. The Examiner also suggests that the search 
required for Group I is not the same as the search required for 
Group II and that restriction is proper. Applicants respes \ fully 
traverse this rejection. 



' ■■■ be proper are set r srth in MPE? §303 arid include: ( 1 • : ':. s. trie 
inventions tie independent or distinct and (2 ) that ther-"- w .id be 



rlteria which must be met for a restriction 
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^ serious burden on trie Examiner if the restriction :c not 
required. MPEP 802.01 defines "distinct" to mean that th- "-wo or 
more subjects as disclosed are related, for example, as comb : oration 
and part (subcombination) thereof, process and apparatus : . r its 
practice, process and product made there, etc., but are ..miu; ie of 
separate manufacture, use, or sale, as claimed, AND ARE EA'. EE? ABLE 
(novel and unobvious) OVER EACH OTHER." 

Clearly both groups I and II, are methods for enhancing the 
detection of a polynucleotide separated by reversed phase ion 
pairing chromatography. Thus, both groups contain claims w.ir.n the 
same technical features. 

Further, Applicants respectfully disagree with the Examiner's 
suggestion that there would be a burden on the Examiner :f the 
restriction is not made due to additional searching. CLea? oy any 
search performed to identify art relating to Group I's financed 
ietect ion of a polynucleotide separated by reversed pn- : o- icn 
pairing chromatography would also identify any relevan* ■■ rt to 
claims set forth in Group II. Thus, the inclusion of both iroups 
for prosecution in this application would result in no additional 
t a roe r. o n t h e Examiner. 
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Accordingly, since the instant restriction requirei::-. fails 
* . o meet either of the two criteria for proper res" i : ■ t i o n , 
withdrawal of the requirement is respectfully requested. 

However, Applicants have been advised that the rep! y ' *.. u ± s 
requirement to be complete must include an election : the 
invention to be examined even though the requirement oe i.riv-rsed. 
Accordingly, Applicants elect Group II for examination, with 
traverse . 



Hate: June 17, 2003 

Aicata & Tyrrell P.C. 
6 6 E. Main Street 
Marlton, NJ 08053 

H56-810-1515 



Respectfully 



y submitted, 



Jane Massey Licata 
Registration No. 32,257 



